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3If there is to be the anguish of uncertainty, there must be some lurking hope 
of deliverance; and that this is so would appear from the fact that fear sets 
[people] deliberating – but no one deliberate about things that are 
hopeless. 
-Aristotle (Witte, 1998: 448)
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6Introduction
Persuasive communication has been used for ages, from the great Ancient 
Greece to modern days, in order to modify people’s ways of thinking and acting. 
Although it has been the subject of many researches and investigations, it still 
remains a fairly misunderstood area of social sciences, because of its complex nature 
and its individuality. Researchers around the world have looked at the different 
components of the classical model of persuasion, established by McGuire (Paquette, 
2004), trying to identify the elements leading to efficiency, while communication 
professionals of the planet analyzed the results of their campaigns hoping to find the 
key for success.
Persuasive communication has a tremendous role to play when it comes to 
advertising, even more so if considering social advertising campaigns. A social 
change campaign is defined as “an organized effort conducted by one group (the 
change agent [or sender]), which intends to persuade others (the target adopters) to 
accept, modify, or abandon certain ideas, attitudes, practices, and behavior” (Kotler 
and Roberto, 1989: 6). As a result, the way a message is transmitted to the audience 
in the case of social issues will bear results on how society acts and reacts to the 
message and the issue; if it is persuasively presented, the communication will be 
successful and there is great chances that the promoted attitude or behavior will be 
considered. Unfortunately, many of these social change campaigns fail miserably. 
However, the deficiencies that caused the failure of so many campaigns can be 
corrected with a little theory, some experience and a lot more planning: “theory-
based campaigns that carefully identify a set of determinants that influence 
[persuasion, attitudes], and behaviors are successful in achieving campaign goals.” 
(Randolph and Viswanath, 2004: 429)
One of the determinants that were scrutinized before through research is the 
appeal to fear, appeal that is frequently used in public health campaigns, such as 
antismoking advertising, which will be the basis for this project’s analysis. 
“Although various studies have explored the efficacy of antismoking television 
advertisements […], their internal components remain relatively unexamined.” 
(Beaudoin, 2002:123) By internal components, Beaudoin refers to the design 
7elements chosen to reach the persuasive objectives, for example the use of threat as a 
fear appeal.
But first, it is important to define what is a fear appeal. In the literature, it is 
described as “a persuasive communication attempting to arouse fear in order to 
promote precautionary motivation and self-protection action [e.g. stop smoking]. 
Fear arousal is an unpleasant emotional state triggered by the perception of 
threatening stimuli.” (Ruiter and al., 2001: 614) It is believed that the state of fear 
involves a physiological arousal that results in more cognitive, affective and 
behavioral attention directed to the threat; leading the individual to respond by trying 
to reduce the threat and eliminate the fear. While threat is the manifestation of a 
danger, fear is the state of uneasiness the individual feels in result to the threat.
The fear appeal, applied as an attribute to the message, is only one of the 
many appeals, themes and framings used in social advertising to reach more 
effectively the target. “Previous research has indicated that some themes and appeals 
may be more effective than others […]. Future studies, via experimental 
methodologies, can examine ads with such characteristics and see actually how they 
affect [the different targets].” (Beaudoin, 2002: 133) This is what this project is 
aiming at: in studying the way young adults react to antismoking advertising, I will 
try to determine the effect fear appeals have on them. 
Cardinal Question
This leads to the enunciation of the problem formulation that will be used in 
this project.
What influence, if one, does the use of fear appeal in antismoking 
advertising campaigns have on the acceptance of the message by the 
young adult smokers? Is it different from the rest of the general 
adult population?
Although antismoking ads have been chosen as the concrete basis for this 
project, other social issues usually treated with fear appeals could have been selected, 
public health campaigns all resting on the same objective: persuading their audience. 
However, this issue was considered important and relevant as subject to closer study 
because of the colossal amount of time and money put into resolving the smoking 
problems by governments and health organizations around the world.
8It is also essential to discuss the “acceptance” concept mentioned in the 
question formulation. This concept refers to the stages of persuasion presented in the 
McGuire model: exposition, attention, comprehension, acceptance, retention and 
action. This model will be explained in more details further in the report. Granting 
that the acceptance stage cannot be controlled by any way by the communicator and 
that there is no certitude of the results it will provide, it is still regarded as the crucial 
stage in terms of persuasion and attitude’s modification (Paquette, 2004: 78). 
Therefore, the subject who reaches the acceptance level has far more chances of 
adopting the wanted and promoted attitude and behavior brought to his attention by 
the campaign.
For this project, the target group has been delimited to the young adults 
smokers: males and females aged 18 to 24 years old. This choice can be explain by 
three major considerations:
1. Most of the previous research conducted on social communication 
campaigns, especially concerning antismoking ads, is either targeted to 
adolescents or adults. However, it is difficult to categorize young adults in 
one of these group; the 18 to 24 years old, although they are not 
considered as adolescents anymore, do not quite act and react the same 
way working adults do. They defined themselves with their attitudes and 
behaviors, therefore forming a distinct group (see “target group” section 
for more details).
2. It is proven that many smokers begin to smoke during youth, « 88% by 
age 18 (USDHHS, 1994), with 50% becoming addicted » (Beaudoin, 
2002: 124). Considering that the 18 to 24 smokers do so since already a 
few years, and also have been exposed to much more sensitization 
campaign against smoking than the generations before them, they form a 
unique group with particular attributes.
3. As the future deciding generation, the 18 to 24 years old influence the 
way issues are treated by the governments and the media with their 
attitudes and beliefs. They act as agenda setters and opinion leaders; the 
way they receive antismoking campaign will decide how this social issue 
will later be presented and accepted by the general public.
9After an analysis concerning this particular target group, a comparison of the 
findings will be done with the results from previous studies involving a general adult 
population as the target group (Beaudoin, 2002; Keller and Block, 1996; Randolph 
and Viswanath, 2004; Roskos-Ewolden et al., 2004; Soames Job, 1988). This will 
allow to either conclude that young adults react the same way as other adults, or that 
they indeed form a group by themselves, regulated by different mind sets.
Methodology
In order to carry through this exploration, both theoretical and experimental 
data will be analyzed. Although this project will not result in an extensive review of 
the literature or field data, the information examined in the following should provide 
sufficient material for significant discussion and informative tools for subsequent 
studies.
Most of the literature used as references originates from the psychology field. 
Some articles also come from the more applied background of social marketing and 
health communication. Some theoretical models will further be introduced and some 
findings from previous researches will be highlighted. 
Theory will be used as a foundation to elaborating the testing of the product 
as well as a platform for better understanding the data collected through interviews; it 
will not serve as the comparison base between the findings generated and the 
concepts of fear appeal theory. Models need to be explored with a global perspective 
allowing to integrate concepts rather than for strict formation of theories. The 
concepts extracted from the theoretical models serve as building material for the 
questions in the interviews, as well as themes for the analysis of the data collected. 
Questions concerning smoking habits and related health issues will investigate the 
perceived vulnerability of the respondents; questions will explore the general 
perception of past antismoking campaigns; rating evaluation will assess the emotions 
of the respondent when faced to threat in advertising; the persuasiveness of the 
message will be measure with questions on behavior intentions change; general 
perception of the advertisement used in the project will be surveyed with questions 
on credibility, target involvement and attitude; reaction to the fear appeal will be 
appraised with counterarguments formulated by the respondents; and, finally, fear 
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appeal perception and effectiveness will be reflected on. The concepts chosen from 
the literature all refers to the cardinal question: each of the themes explored is a 
subsection of a concept enunciated in the question. The vulnerability, the emotions 
related to the threat and the evaluation of the fear appeal use all relate to the fear 
appeal concept, while the perceptions concerning past campaigns, the present 
campaign, and behavior intentions change refer to the acceptance concept. When put 
together, these lines of questioning will lead to a possible answering of the cardinal 
question regulating this project.
As a testing method, individual interviews will be conducted with members 
of the target group. These are expected to depict the way young adults receive 
antismoking advertisements, more specifically those using fear appeal, and provide 
me with perceptions and attitudes measurements. “Rogers (1983) concluded that self-
rating [open interview] may be preferable […] in measuring fear because self-ratings 
represent the overall emotional state […]” (Witte, 1998: 424). Moreover, individual 
interviews appeared to be the best way to get the respondents to talk about their 
personal perceptions; it represents a fairly unstructured and casual discussion 
allowing the respondent to really express himself. Focus group could have been 
another way of getting valuable data, but the social pressure might have influenced 
the answers. Individual interviews also focus more on attitude measurements, which 
is the most effective way of predicting behaviors: “[…] attitudes [determine] what an 
individual sees, hears, thinks and, supposedly, does” (Erwin, 2001: 3). These 
interviews were conducted on Roskilde University’s campus with designated 
volunteers; first, an e-mail was sent on the International Club of Roskilde 
University’s mailing list, explaining the general topic of the project and asking for 
volunteers that corresponded to some basic criteria (aged 18 to 24 years old and 
smokers), then, from the few answers received, two persons were convened to an 
interview meeting. Each interview was of a duration of about thirty minutes, 
including introductional briefing, product showing and actual questioning. The 
questionnaire (see Appendix A for Interview Guide) consisted mostly of semi-
opened questions regarding attitudes and perceptions related to antismoking 
campaign as well as the general smoking issue. The objective of this investigation 
was to get insight on how young adults, members of the target group, perceived and 
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received social communication campaigns, here an antismoking advertisement, more 
precisely those relying on fear appeals. Only two personal interviews were 
administered (see Appendixes B and C for transcriptions); since the results were 
leading to similar inferences, it was decided that further investigation was not 
necessary. Although two interviews can seem very few, it is important to understand 
that qualitative research aims at a narrow comprehension of a phenomenon through 
the eyes of a few respondents, rather than a global view of the same phenomenon 
through the answers of a lot of people (McCracken 1988:17). Therefore, two 
significant interviews seem sufficient to sketch the portrait of young adults 
perception of fear appeal based social advertising campaign. 
After the analysis of the data collected by the testing process, a compare and 
contrast analysis will be done with findings from previous studies taken for the 
literature in order to see if there is a difference between young adult smokers 
perceptions and those already collected from a more general adult smoker 
population.  
Hypothesis
Overall, I expect that the interviews will show that fear appeals, when strong 
enough and accompanied by solutions to resolve the problematic behavior (i.e. 
adoption of the wanted/promoted behavior), raise the level of acceptance of the 
message by the target group, as earlier studies have shown that “strong fear appeals 
increase perception of susceptibility and that, combined with messages suggestive of 
skills and actions, fear appeals are more effective in changing behaviors” (Randolph 
and Viswanath, 2004:425). 
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Every Cigarette Is Doing You Damage
The Campaign
As mentioned above, the concrete basis of this study is an antismoking 
advertisement campaign. In order to better understand how this is relevant to the 
investigation of fear appeal usage in social communication operation, a description 
of the campaign and advertisement chosen is required.
Its Senders
The Quit Now National Tobacco Campaign called Every Cigarette is Doing 
You Damage was launched in June1997 by the Federal, State and Territory 
governments and interested non-governments organizations of Australia. It was the 
most extensive antismoking effort ever seen on Australian turf. It has also been 
considered as one of the most audacious and shocking antismoking campaign seen 
on the planet at that time, and is still referred to as an example of a successful 
attitude and behavior change offensive by scholars and communication professionals. 
Its Objectives and Formats
The main objective pursued by the designers of the campaign was to help 
smokers recognize that every cigarette they smoke is doing damage to their health, 
although they cannot feel it at the precise time they are smoking. More specifically, it 
was to “[bring] smokers a step closer to quitting by encouraging them to put the
words  ‘give up smoking’ on their personal agenda for today, rather than on the list 
of ‘ things [to] do in the future’” (Australian Government Department of Health and 
Ageing, Quit Now website). 
The target group used consisted in all 18 to 40 years old1 Australian smokers. 
The campaign regroup seven (7) television spots – the most famous being the 
“Artery” ad, which is being used in this investigation -, eleven (11) radio ads as well 
as different prints in newspapers and magazines. The campaign also has a website 
and relies on diverse outside resources. 
  
1 Note that even if the campaign itself was directed to the general active adult population (18-
40 year old), the study and testing will focus on the young adults (18-24 years old) for the reasons 
mentioned in the introduction section.
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The design of the persuasive messages rest on the theory that behavior change 
occurs more easily when a direct experience related to the attitude is live by the 
intended audience member, resulting in a more involved and receptive target. “The 
campaign is designed to personally involve the smoker by taking them on a journey 
through their own body. We believe that the advertisements will produce a strong 
emotional response.” (Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing, 
Quit Now website). This “strong emotional response” is what will be investigated in 
this report, referred to as the fear appeal.
Its Results
A series of Australia-wide cross-sectional surveys were commissioned by the 
Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing to measure smoking 
prevalence in response to exposition to the campaign. Overall, the results show a 
downward trend, more significant in the years 1997 to 1999, the advertisements 
seemingly slightly less influential during the following years (up to 2003, date of the 
last survey and report). However, it was considered as the most effective social 
communication campaign on the antismoking issue of Australia’s history.
This success, nevertheless, cannot be attributed only to the advertising. It was 
proven by social researchers that “social campaigns work best when mass media-
oriented communication is supplemented by face-to-face communication. To the 
extent that people are able to discuss what they hear with others, they will process 
information better and are more likely to accept changes” (Kotler and Roberto, 1989: 
11). This phenomenon, called supplementation, is at the root of the creation of 
support systems and help lines to reach people in an interpersonal communication 
situation. Although this is an important factor of success in a social change 
campaign, this will not be investigated further in this report.
The Artery Ad
To use as product for testing in this project, a single television ad was chosen: 
the “Artery” spot (see Appendix D for script). Not only is this single spot the most 
renown one of the group, it was also the one who served best the purpose of this 
research. First, it is a shocking graphic depiction of health problems related to 
smoking, most probable to increase fear in the audience. Second, the real life and 
scientific approaches selected as design choices are elements raising credibility of the 
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message, which is known to influence the degree of persuasion of a message 
(Paquette, 2004: 82). Finally, the protagonist put in this announcement is most likely 
to lead the audience to identify themselves to him, because he represents a smoker 
barely older than they are, therefore raising the perception of vulnerability of the 
audience.
The message is classified as a “cessation message”. It shows to the viewers 
the consequences smoking have on their health (the fear appeal) and induce them to 
stop smoking (proposed solution to avoid the consequences). This is the traditional 
design for a fear appeal antismoking advertisement (Beaudoin, 2002).
The McGuire Model of Persuasion
As previously explained, the cardinal question of this project relies on the 
concept of acceptance as presented by McGuire in his classical model of persuasion 
(see Appendix E for model’s illustration). Therefore, a more detailed presentation of 
the model is a prerequisite to any analysis. 
McGuire’s model is formed of six stages: exposition, attention, 
comprehension, acceptance, retention and action. It is a subtractive model, which 
means that every stage is prefatory to the next. Those six stages can also be divided 
in two categories; the exposition, attention and comprehension stages are part of the 
reception process, while the acceptance, retention and action stages form the option 
process. For this reason, the acceptance level has always been identified as the 
critical zone for the persuasion to occur (Paquette, 2004: 9). 
Each level plays a precise role in the persuasion process. The exposition stage 
is where the audience has its first contact with the message; it is a rather involuntary 
state for the audience but still is essential for the persuasion to follow its course. 
Then, the attention stage is the level where the audience acknowledges that it has 
been exposed to the message, but there is no judgment or attitude formed yet at this 
level. After the audience is aware of the message, it must understand its meaning in 
order to process the information that is being transmitted to it; this is the 
comprehension stage. Then we reach the acceptance stage, where the audience takes 
in the information and absorbs its meaning; this is the point where the appraisal of 
the benefits and costs of a change is done by the target of a social change advertising 
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campaign, and also the step to reach for intentions of change to be formulated. After, 
the audience reaches the retention stage, where the information is not only processed 
but also put into memory and the audience appropriates itself the message. Finally, 
the action stage is the result of a successful persuasion, when the audience has fully 
acquired the message ad puts it into activity. 
If every step is prefatory to the next, it doesn’t mean that every persuasion 
effort will go through all the stages; for a campaign which reaches 92% of its target 
group at the exposition level, 23% will arrive at acceptance level, and only 4% will 
go through all the stages and reach the action level (Paquette, 2004: 9).  
Fear Appeal Known Theories
Numerous researches have previously been conducted in the field of social 
sciences and persuasive communication, with the objective of explaining the 
functioning of fear appeal and its successes and failures. Different theories have 
resulted of these studies, some more general to persuasive communication (health 
belief model, social cognitive theory, transtheoretical model, theory of reasoned 
action, etc.), some more specific to fear appeal and its efficacy. Before analyzing 
data, a better comprehension of the different best-known models concerning fear 
appeals is recommendable, if not essential. Keep in mind that this will serve as a 
cornerstone to understanding how and why fear appeal has the effect it has, or not. 
Each theory provides concepts that will be used, as mentioned earlier in the 
“methodology” section, to construct the questions for the interviews and group the 
information collected before the analysis. 
Inverted “U” Theory
The Inverted “U” Theory (see Appendix F for model’s illustration), also 
known as the Fear-as-Acquired Drive Model, was developed by Janis and other 
researchers in the Yale Communication Research Program during the 1950’s and 
1960’s, and is still referred to by various scholars and researchers (see Fleming, 
1978; Soames Job, 1988; Sutton, 1992; Witte, 1998). 
This theory states that fear-arousing messages create a negative drive state 
that pushes people to act. It claims that anything reducing that negative drive state 
would be adopted as an alternative to the threat because it feels rewarding to reduce, 
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or better, eliminate, the negative drive. After their well-known study on dental 
hygiene, Janis and others concluded that moderate fear appeals worked best. They 
observed that “only when fear and the corresponding drive were reduced did 
attitudes or behaviors changed”, hence leading to the elaboration of the expression of 
the curvilinear relation between fear and message acceptance (Witte, 1998: 425). In 
other words, increase in fear are consistently associated with increases in acceptance 
of the recommended action, up to the point where the threat presents too much 
danger and the reverse reaction is observed, the degree of acceptance diminishing 
instead of increasing.
Parallel Process/Response Model  
In the 1970’s, Leventhal worked on a model completely opposed to the work 
of Janis (see Ruiter et al., 2001; Soames Job, 1988; Witte, 1998). His testing of the 
Parallel Process Model, formerly called Parallel Response Model, showed that strong 
fear appeals appeared to work best. 
Leventhal introduced two distinct reactions to fear appeals, leading to 
different behaviors. When exposed to fear appeals, there is a primarily cognitive 
process, called the danger control process. This first response leads people to think 
about threat and ways to avert it. Then, there is a primarily emotional process, called 
the fear control process. It’s in response to this second process that people react to 
their fear and engage in coping strategies to control the fear (Witte, 1998: 426).
Protection Motivation Theory 
During the late 1970’s and 1980’s, Rogers picked up where Leventhal had 
left and chose to focus on the danger control variable of the Parallel Process Model 
(see Ruiter et al., 2001; Soames Job, 1988; Witte, 1998). He was interested in 
people’s cognitive reactions to fear appeals and the way these cognitions affect 
attitudinal and/or behavioral changes. 
Rogers model defined cognitive mediating processes that resulted in people’s 
perception of vulnerability, severity of the threat, response efficacy (relevance of the 
solutions proposed) and self-efficacy (ability of the individual to adopt those 
solutions). He assured that “if all these cognitive mediators were at high levels, then 
the maximum amount of protection motivation would be elicited, resulting in the 
maximum amount of attitude or behavior change” (Witte, 1998:426). 
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Extended Parallel Process Model 
This model, the most recent and advanced model extracted from persuasive 
communication research, integrates and expands on previous perspectives (mostly 
the models presented earlier) to clarify when and why fear appeals work or fail.
It is a fairly complex model, regrouping concepts originating from different 
sections of previous findings (see Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2004; Ruiter et al., 2001; 
Witte, 1998). Witte (1998: 428-429) explains her theory as the initiating of two 
appraisals in reaction of fear-arousing messages: appraisal of the threat and appraisal 
of the efficacy of the recommended attitude or behavior. These appraisals can 
produce one of three responses to the message: no response, acceptance, or rejection. 
People tend to first appraise the severity of the threat they are presented with and 
their vulnerability to it. If their perception of this threat reaches a critical level, then 
the motivation to begin the second appraisal is felt. In this second appraisal, people 
evaluate the efficacy of the recommended response and measure it to the perceived 
strength (Witte, 1998: 428). “EPPM [Extended Parallel Process Model] predicts an 
interaction between threat and efficacy with danger control processes occurring when 
threat and efficacy are both high. Danger control processes should lead to acceptance 
and performance of the adaptive behavior to decrease the danger to the self” 
(Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2004).
Overview and Relevance
These models and theories, as well as many others not mentioned here, all 
lead to the same conclusion: to be effective, a fear appeal has to follow certain 
guidelines. The efficacy of a strategic campaign based on threat rests on three 
elements to be presented to the audience: 1) negative consequences of not changing 
the behavior, 2) personal probability to suffer from those consequences, and 3) 
probability to elude these consequences if the behavior is modified (Paquette, 2004: 
87). However, the intensity of the threat will also influence the reception of the 
message; if the individual is faced with a threat so big he feels he cannot control the 
fear, and the situation, he will most probably refuse any information proposed, no 
matter how beneficial it could be to him. This state is often referred to as dissonance 
by academics. In short, involvement and perceived self-efficacy, strength of the 
threat and acceptance of the message are the main factors deciding of the value of a 
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fear appeal use in a persuasion campaign. For this report however, I will concentrate 
my investigation on the relation between the strength of the threat and the degree of 
acceptance of the message, comparing this relation for the target group of young 
adults with the relation shown for the rest of the adult population.  
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Every Cigarette Is Doing You Damage
The Testing
Target Group
Originally, the Every Cigarette Is Doing You Damage campaign was directed 
to the general population aged 18 to 40 years old. However, for reasons explained in 
the “introduction” section, the testing was done on a different target group: the 18 to 
24 years old.  Theses young adults, because of the massive evolution the society has 
undergone during their childhood, have a different point of view of the world we live 
in, in comparison to other adults. Although they all form a group of commercial 
empowered self-decisional adults, interactions are regulated differently for the young 
adults, also referred to as the “Generation Y”. This section serves as a profiling of the 
target group used in the testing to provide a better understanding of the different 
concerns this segment of the population has in contrast with the rest of the 
community.
In general, generation Y is synonym of will and progress. Being the most 
lettered generation and proud of it, success and distinctions are only a few of the 
objectives members of the generation Y set for themselves. They are also known for 
their faith in, and knowledge of, new technologies. They represent strong headed, 
independent, and self-reliable individuals with a notable confidence in their abilities 
and power (Generation Y – A Profile, Newfoundland & Labrador Employers’ 
Council website).
Moreover, they constitute the largest consumer group at the time. As a result, 
they possess an enormous decisional influence on all markets. Yet, they seem to be 
hard to reach. Because they grew up in a world even more media-saturated than their 
parents, they respond to ads differently and prefer to encounter them in different 
places. It was demonstrated that the generation Y best acknowledges marketing 
methods that bring the message where its members congregate, both off and online 
(Generation Y Defined, OnPoint Marketing & Promotions website). It is also 
believed that the young adults may respond better to humor, irony and unvarnished 
truth rather than threat and heavy commercialism (Neuborne and Kerwin, 1999). 
20
All the documentation regarding the members of generation Y, the 18 to 24 
years old2, define them as completely distinct from the previous generation, in terms 
of values, culture, education and, most of all, in terms of consumption habits. If it is 
so, why are communication professionals still trying to reach them with the same 
means they are using for the past generations? Shouldn’t a distinct generation call for 
distinct design? Based on this, the hypothesis that young adults are indeed a unique 
segment of the population, hence perceiving social change campaigns differently 
from the rest of the adult population, was formulated and will see reflection in the 
analysis of the data collected during the interviews. The two general themes 
mentioned earlier in the target group profiling, social environment and 
consumption/media habits, will also be evoked in light of the interviews’ data.
Results 
As a first step, the data collected during the interviews was transcribe and 
reread many times, in order to fully master the themes and ideas put forward by the 
respondents. This then led to a first degree of analysis, trying to group information 
regarding concepts taken from the literature. Nonetheless, it was decided that the 
analysis and comparison should be done following the questions asked, since the 
interview guide was consistent in the two interviews. That will also provided a 
simpler, but at the same time broader, perspective on the meaning of the answers 
enunciated. Therefore, each point of analysis will refer to one (or more) question that 
can directly be found in the interviews if more details seem needed. However, only 
the major discussion points will be assessed in this report, as they refer to the major 
themes directly related to the cardinal question.
Vulnerability
The first line of questioning worth looking into in more details is concerning 
the perceived vulnerability the respondents feel toward the known consequences 
  
2 This segmentation is valid for the period concerning the project. The generation Y is 
constituted of people born between the beginning of the 1980’s up to the middle of the 1990’s, 
therefore exactly representing the 18 to 24 years old in the year 2005. As differences between 
generations continues to enlarge, further research on the matter of persuading these groups will need 
to be conducted.
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related to the act of smoking (see Protection Motivation Theory and Extended 
Parallel Process Model). Previous studies have shown that perceived vulnerability by 
the individual might motivate him to act accordingly to the promoted behavior in 
order to escape the threat presented. For example, Fishbein et al. (in Randolph and 
Viswanath, 2004: 428), after a review of major theories of health behavior, suggested 
that four factors would influence individual’s behavioral intentions and behaviors, 
one of them being the “perceived susceptibility of the individual to an illness or 
disease”.  
When the respondent were ask if they felt vulnerable to the negative effects 
of smoking, that they previously admitted to be familiar with, they answered by the 
positive. Not only did they show true concern about these consequences by 
emotionally marked answers, but their past actions also present indications that they 
feel the susceptibility of being affected by related health problems. Both tried 
stopping smoking before, without being able to resist the nicotine call; one 
respondent even stopped smoking for half a year before starting again.
The fact that the respondents feel exposed to health problems that smoking 
can engender, if theory is right, should allow an anticipation of acceptance of the 
message transmitted through fear appeal. 
Past Campaigns 
Since attitudes are understood to be relatively stable and enduring (Fleming 
and Levie, 1978: 198), those referring to antismoking campaigns seen in the past are 
sure to give insightful indications on how young adults receive present social change 
campaign similar to those seen in the media before. Therefore, a general perception 
elaborated by the subject on the topic is a thought-provoking matter. 
When they were asked to give their general perceptions regarding previous 
antismoking advertising campaign, the respondent referred instinctively to their 
related behavior and feeling. The analysis of their behavior related to antismoking 
campaigns provide information on their underlying attitudes, because “attitudes […] 
help us to interpret our surroundings, guide our behaviour in social situations and 
organize our experiences into a personally meaningful whole” (Erwin, 2001: 2). In 
this questioning, the respondents had different views, but the global feel was the 
same. The first respondent stipulated that she mostly try to avoid seeing antismoking 
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campaigns because they made her feel uneasy. She believed that most of the 
campaigns did not really work, because people were tired of hearing the same thing 
over and over again. This avoidance could indicate a paradoxal perception toward 
fear appeal communication. The concept of avoidance is usually mentioned in 
research on fear appeal used for persuasive purposes when a measure of the threat is 
evaluated. It is believed that if a certain level of anxiety is surpassed, then the high 
level of threat causes “defensive-avoidance of the entire topic, finally resulting in 
total denial” (Fleming and Levie, 1978: 229) (see Parallel Process/Response Model). 
However, in the case of the first respondent, the avoidance is not complete because 
an evaluative judgment was still made on past experiences with this kind of 
campaigns. In addition, the fact that she gives a reason for her avoidance (weariness 
of hearing the same information) could indicate that a rational acquisition of 
information is still in process. The second respondent, on the other hand, directly 
admitted to not pay attention to antismoking campaigns anymore, saying she did not 
care about this advertisement. 
As both respondents designated saturation (when referring to antismoking 
advertising) as their primary perception, and blocking as their first action when they 
are faced with an antismoking advertisement campaign, it is possible to predict that 
their involvement and attachment to new campaigns will not be as expected; the fear 
appeal might not have the same success, even if well designed, as with other 
populations. The question of desensitization will also be discussed later, in the 
“comparison” section.
Emotions and Threat 
Because fear appeal efficacy relies on the fear arousing value of the threat 
presented in the message, how the respondent perceived the threat and their emotions 
related to it consist in a pivotal indicator of the degree of message acceptance that 
will be observed (see Inverted “U” Theory).
The questions used in that section of the interview were inspired by the 
method of a study done by Roskos-Ewoldsen and al. (2004: 56). The respondents 
were requested to rate, on a scale from one (not at all) to six (very much), how they 
felt while watching the advertisement. The nine items (afraid, worried, 
uncomfortable, tense, frightened, angry, nervous, carefree, skeptical) were to 
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measure the perceived degree of the threat (see Protection Motivation Theory) as 
well as the first-degree efficacy of the fear appeal.  
The most striking finding was to notice that fear itself is not the most decisive 
factor. Both respondents graded “Uncomfortable” the highest, signifying that the 
threat in the message did reach them, but not as fully as it should have. The fact that 
this factor was rated higher than those referring to fear and threat directly is peculiar; 
even if both respondents acknowledge the threat, admitting that the fear appeal was 
present, the uneasiness overshadowed the attempted fear arousing. This could 
indicate, once more, that the fear appeal might not be as successful as intended, its 
strength being easily diminished (see Protection Motivation Theory).
The other noticeable uncanny finding regards the grading of skepticism. 
Despite the fact that they both conceded that the message was credible (mostly 
because of the use of video over illustration, and scientific demonstration), they rated 
“Skeptical” over the neutral point, on a same level, sometimes even higher, than 
“Nervous” or “Frightened”. This might be explained by what scholars call the “one 
or two sided message” concept. It seems that when facing an audience that knows 
well the topic and knows every arguments possible, it is best to present both sides of 
the recommendation, avoiding the creation of counter-arguments by the audience that 
could result in the failure of the transmission (Paquette, 2004: 87-88). Therefore, an 
eternal skepticism can probably be measured in every well-informed smoker’s mind 
when evaluating an antismoking advertising effectiveness.
Behavior Intentions Change
When measuring the successes of an advertising campaign with social change 
objectives, the main indicator of achievement is the behavior change intentions. 
Although most post campaign evaluations focus on attitudes measurement, change in 
intentions regarding behavior is the true aim of a social change campaign, even more 
so in antismoking campaigns (see McGuire model and section). Therefore, the 
formulation of an intention to change behavior by the subject is a clear mark that the 
target group was reached.
In order to check if the respondents were convinced by the message 
presented, they were asked if the viewing of the advertisement had changed their 
behavior intentions, if it gave them more intentions to stop smoking. However, the 
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two respondents answered (with a big smile) that it did not do anything to make them 
change their ways. They both explained it by the fact that they have seen too much of 
the same message in the past3. This is a problem related to the monopolization 
concept; an information campaign, to wish for success, has to enjoy a certain 
monopoly in the media. This monopoly, in the best of world, has to be from 
competitive messages and alternative campaigns that pursue similar goals (Kotler 
and Roberto, 1989: 10). But this is a theoretical explanation, because one can barely 
imagine having a monopoly in today’s media. It is also possible to presume that a 
repeated exposure to the message before the measure of the behavior change 
intentions would have different results.
In regards to fear appeal efficacy, it is probable that the absence of change in 
behavior intentions for the respondents predicts a low level of persuasiveness of the 
message presented to them.
Present Campaign
It is interesting to evaluate general perceptions articulated by the respondents 
in relation to what was discussed before. Here, a single question analysis is not 
revealing, but global underlying information can indicate reasons why the use of fear 
appeal can be effective or not. 
Overall, both respondents agreed that the advertisement they were shown was 
a “good” one; the message was generally clear, graphic and very credible. On the 
other hand, they also agreed that the multiple repetition of the same information in 
the past made them tired of hearing the message, even pushing them to tune it off. 
One respondent mentioned that the advertisement achieved one part of its objective, 
making her feel uncomfortable in regards to what was exhibited, but did not 
convince her to go to the extent of changing her habits. It seems that even if the 
message is described as “good”, or effective, it is not reaching its aim fully. The 
notion of effectiveness will be further discussed in the “comparison” section.
  
3 Note that it was not exactly expressed in that way; only the global analysis of the discussion 
leads to this conclusion.
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Counterarguments
It is believed that high level of threat might lead the audience to react in a 
defensive manner (see Parallel Process/Response Model). “Along these lines, Janis 
and Terwillinger (1962) found that subjects generated more counterarguments and 
had poorer recall of the harmful consequences of smoking when high rather than low 
levels of fear were evoked by an appeal” (Keller and Block, 1996: 449). 
Consequently, the formulation of counterarguments by the respondents might 
indicate a reflex protection from the fear appeal used in the ad.
At the end of the questioning, the respondents were asked if they had any 
counterarguments to formulate in response to what was put forward in the message 
they just saw. Without hesitation, they both answer by the negative. One respondent 
explained this by referring to the scientific nature of the advertisement, which, in her 
opinion, was harder to contradict. In addition, it probably means that the threat 
exploited in the fear appeal was not considered to be too high, and consequently 
conserved its efficacy (see Inverted “U” Theory, Protection Motivation Theory and 
Extended Parallel Process Model). 
Fear Appeal 
“The effectiveness of fear appeals is related to the receiver’s final level of 
anxiety, a moderate anxiety level being more effective than either very high or very 
low levels of anxiety” (Fleming and Levie, 1978: 228). Of course, since fear is an 
individual response to a stimulus, the object creating that fear will be different from 
one person to the other, and so will be the perception of fear appeals in advertising.
First, the respondents were asked to rate the level of threat used in the 
advertisement they just watched. Both graded it as a strong fear, admitting that this 
kind of threat, a fairly strong one, will be better in trying to persuade someone of 
changing behavior (see Parallel Process/Response Model). They also both postulated 
that the use of fear in the framework of persuasive communication (antismoking 
advertisement effort) would ad to the credibility of the message, in contradiction to 
taking from it and diminishing its value. Finally, the use of fear appeal was defined 
as a good motivator to start actions and an excellent way of catching the attention of 
the intended audience. It seems that antismoking advertisement is a suited 
introduction to the issue, but is not enough to modify the way people act.
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Overview of the findings 
Here are the main conclusions we can draw from the interviews (point of 
view of the young adult smoker):
1. Fear appeals are recognized as a good motivator in antismoking 
advertisement campaigns. Fairly strong threat is preferred to weak threat.
2. Fear appeals are not enough to change behaviors.
3. Antismoking campaigns are too repetitive in their message to be truly 
persuasive. 
It seems that although theory provides reliable concepts to evaluate fear 
appeal use in social advertising campaigns, it does not reflect the reality of its 
influence on the acceptance of the message when the target group consists of young 
adults.
Comparison
As part of the cardinal question, a comparison between young adult smokers 
and the rest of the adult smoker population response to fear appeal in antismoking 
advertisement campaigns was proposed. This section is dedicated to this analysis by 
contrast of the results obtained in the interviews (for the young adult smokers) and 
previous research found in the literature (for the general adult smoker population). 
The elements that will be compared are the level of threat and the efficacy of fear 
appeal used in social change communication campaigns.
Level of Threat
As the Inverted “U” theory has shown, the level of threat, or anxiety, is 
directly related to the degree of acceptance of the persuasive effort. However, it is 
relevant to interrogate ourselves to see if the climax level, the point at which the 
threat is becoming too high and the conformity to the message recommendation 
starts to lower, is different for the young adults 18 to 24 years old than for the rest of 
the adult population.
The interviews have demonstrated that the members of the generation Y seem 
to prefer strong threat. On the other hand, literature tends to advocate for a moderate 
threat in order to achieve results with the adult audience (Fleming and Levie, 1978: 
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228-229): “[…] exposure to low to moderate fear-invoking messages can be effective 
in promoting healthier behaviors […] [while] high threat message appeared to 
decrease the accessibility of participants’ toward the threat” confirmed Roskos-
Ewoldsen in a study on adults and breast cancer awareness (2004:62). The 
conclusion would then be that fear appeals based social change communication 
designers need to delimit properly their target group before engaging in the 
persuasive effort: “it [is] important that target groups are carefully differentiated” 
(Beaudoin, 2002: 125). A few considerations might explain this discrepancy.
First of all, as briefly mentioned in the “past campaigns” section, it is possible 
that the young adults, having grown in an era of awareness, are facing 
desensitization. The difference comes from the social trend of the time in which 
people mature. In the 1960’s and 1970’s, even up to the mid-1980’s, smoking was 
perceived as a “grown-up” action, a rite of passage to adulthood, and a vast majority 
were smokers. At the end the 1980’s, more studies were piloted and people got more 
conscious of health problems related to smoking. Governments and other 
organizations started promoting life without cigarette and sensitization campaigns 
appeared in the media. More and more advertisements spread antismoking messages 
and prohibitive laws were established. Since the mid-1990’s, one cannot go around 
town without being exposed to an antismoking related message. Therefore, when an 
individual is bombarded with the same information for years, the same message 
doesn’t get the same attention. In the theory of Attention Process, there is an element 
called “attention selectivity”; this is the incredible capacity that the individual has to 
discern one element among a multitude of others, to discriminate one stimulus from 
any others, and, on the contrary, to block from his alertness one information source. 
It is proven that the individual is able to control what he lays attention on, be it 
through physical channels or by selection of particular characteristics 
(discrimination) (Paquette, 2004: 58-60). This capacity the individual is endowed 
with may create that state of desensitization that was underlying the respondents’ 
answers during the interviews, separating them from the rest of the adult smoker 
population. 
Second, we need to look at the media habits of the target group. Two factors 
deserve attention: media environment and media consumption. Where and how the 
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individual lives his media experience is crucial to the efficacy of a media distributed 
campaign. It was referred earlier that the generation Y has distinct media habits (see 
“target group” section), its members preferring to interact with media in new 
environments. With that, comes the mobility of new media. Some media were 
already recognized as media of accompaniment (radio, tv, etc.), and now, with new 
technologies, individuals can bring media everywhere they go (mp3 players, portable 
DVD players, multi-task mobile phones, etc.). This creates a different kind of 
attention being directed to the content of the media. Moreover, with the growth of 
possibilities in advertising, competition and saturation influence greatly message 
reception by audiences. This was not an issue ten or fifteen years back. In addition, 
what the individual looks for in the media also tint his global perception of 
campaigns. The massive presence of violence and graphic content in everyday media 
exposition leads to a shielded individual that is accustomed to this kind of subject 
matter. As a result, the fear appeals used in a social change campaign need to be a lot 
more shocking if persuasiveness wants to be achieved. This, once again, was not as 
much as a concern a few years ago, which is why the group formed by the 18 to 24 
years old can be purely differentiated from the rest of the adult population of the 
world. 
Efficacy of Fear Appeal
“[…] Fear appeals may fail for two reasons. First, fear appeals may fail 
because people simply did not process the message or react to it – a null response. 
Second, fear appeals may fail because people engage in certain strategies that prevent 
or interfere with attitude, intention, or behavior change” Witte, 1998: 437). In light of 
the interviews, it is also possible to distinguish these two reasons in relation to 
different target groups, even if, in theory, both can apply to every and any segment of 
the population. 
In general, antismoking campaigns using fear appeals seem to reach the 
young adult smokers as much as the rest of the adult population. Nevertheless, it is 
not possible to affirm that they have on them the same efficacy. In the interviews, the 
respondents agreed that even if an advertisement based on fear appeal seem well-
designed, it doesn’t guarantee success in transmitting the message and adoption of 
the promoted behavior. 
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Most of the antismoking campaigns are “cessation” type: these ads accept 
that a viewer already smokes and attempt to encourage a change in behavior (it is the 
case of the ad used in this project as well). Goldman and Glantz (1998) found that 
such advertisement were effective for adults (in Beaudoin, 2002: 125). But, as it was 
discussed before, this kind of advertising does not relate to young adults, because of 
over-repetition and saturation. They do not react to these social advertisements 
anymore.
The second failure reason is more often applied to the general adult smoker 
population; when the threat reaches a point were it is considered as too shocking, 
then the individuals resort to avoidance techniques (see the Inverted “U” Theory). 
“When the harmful consequences are perceived as too severe […], one may engage 
in defensive denial of the message […]” (Keller and Block, 1996: 448). Because 
young adults can tolerate a much higher level of threat, they are less likely to resort 
to those techniques. 
Overall, the main explanation to why the persuasive social change 
communication campaigns using fear appeal do not have the expected success with 
the 18 to 24 years old comes from the fact that too often, they are classified with the 
rest of the adult population as target group, even if it seem that they present a unique 
frame of mind concerning those issues. 
Here, I would like to raise an issue concerning the operationalisation of the 
findings: the difference between efficacy/effectiveness and efficiency. In the field of 
marketing, including social marketing and health-related behavior change 
campaigns, this difference is fundamental. Efficacy, or effectiveness, is the ability to 
produce the results that were intended, while efficiency refers to the quality of being 
able to do a task successfully (Collins Cobuild, 2003). In words of communication, 
efficiency is the capacity to reach the target, which would be related to the first two 
stages of persuasion in McGuire model, exposition and attention, while efficacy is 
the capacity to produce results, to fulfill the objectives set, which is related to the 
fourth and sixth stages of McGuire model, acceptation and action (action in the case 
of behavior change campaigns). In the present case, even if it was the effectiveness 
that was looked at in the analysis, it would be more precise to say that the fear appeal 
use in antismoking campaigns directed to young adults are efficient, although not 
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completely effective. This could be measured more precisely with a product testing 
that controlled more variables, for example based on the Extended Parallel Process 
Model.
Methodology & Analysis Evaluation
I would like, with this section, to discuss the limitations of this project’s 
methods and findings. This will stand more as a reflective analysis of the work done 
than as a correctional process; however, it is necessary to evaluate what could have 
been done differently in order to serve better the purpose of this project, at the same 
time sketching guidelines for further investigation of the matter.
First, it is important to mention the choice of theoretical models. For this 
project, I chose to refer to the most known models in persuasion theory. However, 
when exploring social behavior change campaigns, other theories and models exist 
and could have easily been chosen, for they are as well mentioned in the literature 
concerning fear appeals (Elaboration Likelihood Model, Health Belief Model, etc.) 
My choice is arguable, for I have chosen to focus on persuasion rather than behavior 
change, but other models could have given results as interesting as mine.
Moreover, the selection of specific models was a hard procedure, because 
they seem to be a paradox: although most of their general findings and concepts are 
complementary, their application to studies has given contradictory results in many 
occasions. Therefore, using theory to base the questioning was a way of taking 
advantage of the complementary aspect of things and trying to avoid the 
contradiction, despite the fact that it made the investigation a little bit harder to 
focus. If given another take at the same subject, I would probably chose to master 
one complete theory (for example the Extended Parallel Process Model) and try to 
evaluate its value in practice, rather than lose myself in different considerations. 
Finally, I have to admit that after the analysis, I recognize that my interviews 
should have been constructed otherwise. Not that taking the concepts from theory has 
not shown interesting results, but the way I conducted the interviews was too strict to 
provide a lot of information on the target’s perceptions. The problem resides in the 
fact that I was too true to questions inspired from the literature, which made the 
interviews more mechanical and less open. Even if I believe that my interview guide 
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was well constructed, the interviews followed it too strictly and did not provide as 
much information as I would have liked to. Maybe I was also a little bit too 
judgmental prior to the testing, having a good idea of what I would find and directing 
my attention to information that fitted these expectations. However, I do not discard 
the findings from this report, because I believe that they are the representation of a 
phenomenon that needs more investigation.
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Conclusion
After exploring the most known theoretical models related to fear appeal 
theory, collecting data through interviews based on an antismoking advertisement, 
and comparing that information with findings from previous research, it is now time 
to answer the problem that led to this project: what influence, if one, does the use of 
fear appeal in antismoking advertising campaigns have on the acceptance of the 
message by the young adult? 
It seems that this influence, because there is one, has a very low impact. The 
interviews have shown that although fear was perceived as an effective way of 
catching attention, even for the young adult smokers, its use does not modify the 
degree of acceptance of the message. There seems to be a conflict, regarding the 
segment form with the 18 to 24 years old, between the acknowledgement of the fear 
appeal and the acceptance of the message. They do react to the threat, but this one 
does not move them closer to a behavior change. Whether it is because of the 
unceasing repetition that made them block the information, or because of the 
vulnerability they feel towards the threat causing them to avoid it, at this point in 
research I cannot say. However, it is relevant to conclude that fear appeal does have 
an influence on the reception of the message by the audience; it may not lead to 
greater acceptance, but it plays a role in directing attention to the issue, even for a 
target group of young adults.
Therefore, “we should not be frightened of using fear appeals in our efforts to 
induce change in health-related attitudes and behaviours. Arousing fear is unlikely to 
be counterproductive and to produce ‘boomerang’ effects […]” (Sutton, 1992:519), 
even if the measured results are not as promising as expected. Acceptance might be 
the critical stage of persuasion, but it is important to remember that every stage of the 
McGuire model is prefatory to the next, thus necessary, making it impossible to 
reach the acceptance level if the other stages weren’t completed before. As a result, 
even if the use of fear appeal does not lead the young adult smokers to the 
acceptance level, the fact that they do attract the attention is a first step in the 
persuasion process (exposition and attention stages of McGuire model).
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Finally, it is important to remember that attitudes are build and elaborated 
from different sources of influence, media being one of them (values, personality and 
social environment are the others), and cannot be modified solely by only one of 
those sources (Paquette, 2004: 10). 
Perspectives
The fact that the qualitative methodology was chosen for this project involves 
many other possibilities. This report provides an introduction to an issue that can 
further be investigated through more thorough qualitative studies or quantitative 
researches. 
One aspect that would deserve more attention from the scientific field is the 
differentiation of target groups, especially when the segment concerned is the young 
adults (18 to 24 years old). This project has reflected a distinct personality for this 
group when exploring antismoking advertisement using fear appeal, and it would be 
interesting to find out if this distinction is applicable to other kind of persuasive 
communication efforts. 
This project was based on the comparison of the perception of the young 
adults compared to the rest of the adult population. One way of defining the reason 
why and how this group is different from the rest would be to test the same kind of 
product with different segments of the general adult population before contrasting the 
results.
Another valuable perspective would be to conduct a more global quantitative 
research, with the same target group, in order to provide the professionals with a 
better understanding of this particular target group perception of fear appeal use; 
quantitative research allowing a generalization, not possible with qualitative studies, 
that would make the findings more applicable and easier to work with when 
designing persuasion campaigns.
The last alternative I would suggest is to redo this testing with the next 
generation. As it was mentioned in the “target group” section, the 18 to 24 years old, 
nowadays, are called the Generation Y and represent a distinct group of individuals. 
It would be interesting to test, in about five years, the same advertisement with the 
same group of age, which at that time will constitute a completely different 
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generation. The similarities and differences between the results I have and those from 
that further testing could produce very instructive clues on how this age group acts 
inside the global adult population, in regards to consumption and social change 
campaigns.
One thing is for sure, this project is a starting point in what could be a new 
and interesting line of investigating fear appeals and social communication 
campaigns, which will require a lot more research before understanding the 
phenomenon completely.
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Appendix A – Interview Guide
1. Intro: Project = How people receive social communication campaign 
Time (30 min. to 1 hour)
Recorded
2. Demographics: Name
Age
Nationality
Domain of study4
3. Smoking habits: Regular or social smoker
At what age started smoking     
How many cigarettes/day
Familiarity with effects of smoking
Familiarity with actions to stop smoking
Suffered from health problems related to smoking
Vulnerability to those health problems
Try to stop smoking before
Family and friends are smokers
4. General perception of antismoking advertisement seen in the past
5. Ad showing
6. On a scale of 1 to 6 (1= not at all, 6= very much)…
To what extent did you feel: Afraid
Worried
Uncomfortable
Tense
Frightened
Angry
Nervous
Carefree
Skeptical
7. Was the message credible
Information was accurate and believable
Information was easy to understand
Information was presented in a clear and simple way 
8. Involvement: did you feel you were interpelled by the message
  
4 The domain of study, or topic, might affect the way people look at advertising, especially if 
they are Communication or Marketing students.
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9. After seeing this ad, did behavior intentions changed, was it persuasive 
(open)
10. General perception of this ad (open)
- High-Low attitude vs problem
11. Any counterarguments
12. Fear appeal: Effective
Strong or weak vs persuasion
Ads or takes from credibility
13. Other comments
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Appendix B – Interview 1
Legend: Interviewer Interviewee
Interview 1
So first, I need your name. **Because this information is not relevant to the 
analysis, the respondent will be kept anonymous** (Female).
Your age. 23.
And your nationality. Dutch.
And what do you study. Environmental policies sciences.
So, I’ll start with some smoking habits questions. So you’re a regular smoker
(** This was a requirement to be chosen as subject, therefore explaining the 
formulation of the question**). Yep.
At what age did you start smoking? 17.
How many cigarettes a day do you smoke? Approximately? … I think around ten.
Are you familiar with the effects of smoking? Yeah!
And, are you familiar with the actions you can take to stop smoking? Yep.
Did you or anyone you know have ever suffered from any health diseases 
related to cigarette smoking? Mmm. Well I think my grandfather… He did not die 
of cancer but he had problems with his lungs when he was getting old. He smoked a 
lot but he stop smoking like, 20 years ago… 
Do you feel that you could be vulnerable to those health problems because 
you’re a smoker? Yep! (with a grin)
Have you ever tried stoping before? Humhum, Yes. How many times? One time. 
How long did you stay without smoking? Half a year.
And are most of your family and friends smokers or nonsmokers? … I have… 
Well in the city where I study almost nobody smokes. From my family, I have my 
father who smokes, my sister, my aunt, one of my aunt.. and the the friends I have 
with my parents at home, most of them smoke. But most of the time you’re 
surrounded by nonsmokers? During the week I’m surrounded by nonsmokers 
during the weekend I’m surrounded by smokers!
What is your general perception of antismoking campaigns, advertising you’ve 
seen in the past? I don’t know if you had big campaigns in Holland… How do 
you feel about them? Hum… When I see a campaign, I know that… actually I don’t 
want to look at it. That’s the… I always try to… hum… well, not to think it’s real 
and I don’t like to watch the cigarette campaign and I always feel like, ‘heu’ they’re 
talking to me but I’m not listening. But I don’t think it really works… Even if they 
put the signs on the packages saying like ‘smoking kills’ and sort of stuff but… if 
you want to smoke, you’ll smoke… You don’t think it had any effects… I heard it 
had some effects but on me no… because I know it’s damaging so they don’t have to 
tell me again, and again and again…
Ok, so now its the ad showing… (no reaction)
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Ok, so that’s one ad from a whole campaign…
Now, the next questions will be to grade on a scale, from 1 to 6, 1 being not at all 
and 6 being very much… 
To what extent did you feel afraid? … 4, oh wait 4 is… very much…? 6 is very 
much. Yeah, ok.
Worried? 4.
Uncomfortable? 5.
Tense? … 3.
Frightened? 3.
Angry? … 1.
Nervous? 4.
Carefree? Carefree? Yes, like… you don’t care about what’s going on… Hum… 
… So if I care I should say like 2 or 1? Carefree is you don’t care so if you go for 6 
is, yeah, you really did not care. Ah, ok. So that will be 3.
And skeptical? 3.
To you, was the message credible? In general? … Yes.
Did the information seemed accurate and believable? Yes.
Was it easy to understand? Ye-es.
And was it presented in a clear and simple way? Yes.
Did you feel interpelled by the message? Did you feel that they were really 
talking to you and did you feel that they got and reached you? Yeah, humhum.
Ok, after seeing that ad, do you think your behavior intentions changed? No 
(laughing) Why? Hum… Because… hum… you’ve seen already a lot of 
antismoking campaigns so it’s not really… of course it has (pointing to the screen) 
more impact than the ones I saw before but… if you want to stop you have to do it 
yourself, not because of an antismoking campaign. It’s not, well, maybe it will make 
you think for… about it for a couple of minutes… You will think about it just when 
you see the ad but afterwards if they put another commercial then you will stop 
thinking about it… because you don’t want to think about the consequences.
Going back to that ad, your general perception, did you feel it was… I think it’s 
a really good antismoking commercial but there’s already so many and… Did you 
think it change your attitude vs the problem, the issue of smoking? No but 
because you already know ‘bout, that it has a lot of bad health consequences and 
sometimes you also see different effects that smoking can have on your health, like 
for example in Holland they had an ad with a young woman, who started smoking 
and then you saw her getting into an older woman and you saw how the old woman 
lookedlike, with really pale skin and really… not nice so… yeah, it didn’t. Ok, so if I 
understand right is, yes the message is clear to you but the fact that you already 
have heard it so many times before it doesn’t have the same impact as if it was 
the first time you heard about that. Yeah, yeah. Every smokers knows what the 
consequences are, everybody knows, nobody says they don’t know. It’s just that you 
have to put yourself, you have to do it yourself, you cannot… nobody, I think 
nobody quit smoking when they see an advertisement. I think the influence of the 
people around you will have bigger impact. 
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And, would you have any counterarguments to what was shown in this ad? 
Trying to contradict what was going on? … No.
That message was based on what we call the fear appeal, like the discuss and the 
treath… Do you think it’s an effective way to reach people and make them think 
about what’s going on, in the antismoking? I think it’s better to put on the fear 
because that’s what most people fear, and fear is an important factor but… still it 
won’t change… Do you think it’s a good motivator just as a start? Yeah, it is.
Would you, if I asked you to measure the degree to which this fear, the treath 
was presented would you qualify it as strong or weak or in the middle or…
Hum… not really strong, but in the middle between middle and strong. And do you 
think that this middle-strong fear has, is better than a weak, as motivation in 
antismoking? Yes.
Do you think it ads or takes from the credibility of the message, the fear appeal? 
Hum… I think it ads to the credibility. Yeah but, you already know but now you see 
a picture… now you see how it looks like… 
And yeah, do you have any other comments or anything regarding the subject? 
Hum… maybe they should try to… if they want people to stop smoking maybe they 
should put money incentives on it or… trying to convince the other people, the 
friends of the smokers… to say that they don’t want anybody to smoke… yeah, just 
to influence the people who are not smoking to influence the smokers, I think that 
would work best. 
Do you think, though, that having advertising as part of a whole campaign with 
other ressources is a good way of reaching people and make them think about it 
or do you think advertising has no effect at all and it’s everything else that 
works? Yeah but I… I think… you will start thinking when you see a commercial 
like this but I don’t know how else you could try to stop people smoking without 
advertisement, you cannot, if you won’t do anything about it than nobody will ever 
think about it… It’s a starting point? Yeah! 
That would be all for me if you don’t have anything else to say… No.
Thank you.
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Appendix C – Interview 2
Legend: Interviewer Interviewee
Interview 2
Ok, first the demographics… Your name? ** Because this information is not 
relevant to the analysis, the respondent will be kept anonymous** (Female).
Your age? I’m 23.
Nationality? French.
And your studying in? In communication.
And now some questions about your smoking habits… 
Do you consider yourself a regular smoker? Yes. Not a social smoker? No.
At what age did you started smoking? At 17.
How many cigarettes a day do you smoke? Approximately? Hum.. 20.
Are you familiar with the effects of smoking? Yes, I think! (laughing)
With the actions you can take to stop smoking? Heu… Am I familiar with the 
actions? More or less… 
Did you or anyone you know have ever suffer from any health diseases related 
to cigarette smoking? No.
Do you feel that you could be vulnerable to those health problems because 
you’re a smoker? Yes!
Have you ever tried stoping before? Yes. How many times? Twice. How long did 
you stay without smoking? The first time 3 months, and the second time 1 month…
And are most of your family and friends smokers or nonsmokers? My family… 
My mother smokes, my father doesn’t, and the rest of my family don’t smoke… and
my friends… half-half.
What is your general perception of antismoking campaigns, advertising you’ve 
seen in the past? My general perception…  I don’t really care about advertisement. 
Do you think it has an effect? No I don’t.
Ok, I’ll show you the ad… (laughing)
Now, the next questions will be to grade on a scale, from 1 to 6, 1 being not at all 
and 6 being very much… 
To what extent did you feel afraid? … let’s say…2.
Worried? … Worried… 3 maybe.
Uncomfortable? 4.
Tense? 3. 
Angry? 1.
Frightened? 2.
Nervous? 3.
Carefree? Carefree… heu… 4.
And skeptical? … 4.
To you, was the message credible? Did the information seemed accurate and 
believable? … Accurate and believable… yes it was.
Was it easy to understand? Not that much.
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And was it presented in a clear and simple way? I didn’t feel like so, because this 
artery thing, I don’t really understand what was inside…
Did you feel interpelled by the message? Did you feel that they were really 
talking to you and did you feel that they got and reached you? Not really. Why? 
It was not clear enough for me… Well at the beginning yes, when you see the guy 
smking and the smoke inside his lungs but, the after with the artery, I’m not familiar 
at all with this organ and I didn’t really see the point…
Ok, after seeing that ad, do you think your behavior intentions changed? No! I 
wouldn’t say that, no. Why? Because it was not clear… maybe with lungs it would 
have been more successful.
Going back to that ad, your general perception, did you feel it was… My general 
perception…Did you think it change your attitude vs the problem, the issue of 
smoking? Noo… It makes me feel uncomfortable, as I said, but it won’t make me 
change my behavior… 
And, would you have any counterarguments to what was shown in this ad?
Trying to contradict what was going on? No I won’t! (laughing) It looks like 
science so! (laughing)
So as you probably know, that message was based on what we call the fear 
appeal. Do you think it’s an effective way to reach people and make them think 
about what’s going on, in the antismoking? … It could be yes. This one was not 
the most successful for me but the fear is an important factor. I think.
Would you, if I asked you to measure the degree to which this fear, the treath 
was presented would you qualify it as strong or weak or in the middle or…
Strong apparently!And do you think that this strong fear has, is better than a 
weak, as motivation in antismoking? Sure, yes, I think so.
Do you think it ads or takes from the credibility of the message, the fear appeal? 
… I think it will ad… yeah.
Do you think this kind of advertising is a good way of raising awareness or 
should we rely on other ressources for antismoking campaigns? … It’s not 
enough. It’s ok but other sources would be best. Like more a medical focus, with 
doctors… I don’t know. But it’s a good introduction? Yeah. 
And yeah, do you have any other comments or anything regarding the subject? 
… Maybe it’s a bit too dramatic. But then if you want to use thethe fear factor you 
have to… hum… can I speak of another ad? Huhu, yeah. ‘Cause we have this 
campaign, and it with children, so with feelings, and I think it’s stronger. Cause you 
can see a little girl, she’s in [a] room in her house with a lot of cigarettes 
everywhere… and they say ‘she is 7 and has already smoked 293 cigarettes’, it’s for 
passive smokers… And this is good because it makes you feel guilty… And you 
think it’s better? For you it would have been more successful with the guilt? For 
me yes! 
Did you see a lot of campaigns before? Yes, on TV and also in magazines…
That would be all for me if you don’t have anything else to say… No.
45
Appendix D – Script of “Artery” Ad
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Appendix E – McGuire Model of Persuasion
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Appendix F – Inverted “U” Theory
Source: Fleming and Levie, 1978: 228.
